The challenge for every company on the way to sustainable consumption and production (SCP) is not only to use appropriate methods and measures to solve their specific sustainability problems, but first of all to select appropriate performance indicators and implement an effective sustainability performance evaluation system. It may be useful to use an integrated indicator as a single comparable index, reducing the number of sustainability decision-making criteria that need to be considered.
Introduction
During the last decades, initiatives in sustainable production have successfully focused on improving resource efficiency in manufacturing systems (Jackson, 2005; Sikdar, 2011) . However, despite the improvement in results of environmental practices of many individual producers, an increase in the amount of general consumption often exceeds the achieved progress (the so-called 'rebound' effect) (Staniškis and Stoškus, 2008; Staniškis et al., 2012; Sto et al., 2006) . It is becoming obvious that technological approaches are not enough to realise the goal of sustainable development (SD) without the critical assessment of human choices (Hertwich, 2005; Jackson, 2005; Dahl, 2012) . Thus, in order to determine the most suitable direction for the actions towards sustainable consumption and production (SCP), it is essential to analyse the relation between consumption and production systematically, considering not only producers and consumers, but also all the other interested groups in the SCP system, such as government, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), shareholders, suppliers, academic community and media, etc. (Gold et al., 2010) .
Integrating sustainability thinking and practice into an organisational structure requires a system approach with an appropriate management framework. However, there is no generic 'off-theshelf' management scheme for every organisation that could enable a systematic and structured approach to manage their corporate sustainability (Azapagic, 2003) . Thus, the challenge for every company on the way to SCP is to use appropriate methods and measures to solve their specific sustainability problems (Carson, 2007) . To manage integration of the tools and to ensure effective information flows for decision making, there is a need to select appropriate performance indicators and to implement an effective sustainability performance evaluation system (Staniškis and Arbačiauskas, 2009 ). It may be useful to apply an integrated indicator as a single comparable index, linking many sustainability issues and so reducing the number of decision-making criteria that need to be considered (Azapagic, 2003; Krajnc and Glavič, 2005a; Singh et al., 2007 Singh et al., , 2009 Singh et al., , 2012 .
Currently, there are various approaches to create frameworks and methodologies for the development of integrated sustainability indicators that measure, monitor and assess the progress of an enterprise towards sustainability. Significant examples are presented in the publications by Azapagic (2003) , Glavič (2005, 2005a) ; Singh et al. (2007 Singh et al. ( , 2009 Singh et al. ( , 2012 , Kang et al. (2010) ; Kinderytė et al. (2010) and Kinderytė (2010 Kinderytė ( , 2011 Kinderytė ( , 2013 as well as Laurinkevičiūtė and Stasiškienė (2010) . However, despite these attempts, there is still no comprehensive framework for integrated sustainability assessment of the overall company state on the basis of manufacturing processes, products/services and relationship with various stakeholders.
In respect of this demand, the algorithm that offers methodical suggestions to assess the customers' opinion about the presence of company's environmental and social sustainability activities and initiatives; to identify and select most appropriate sustainability indicators; to determine their significance according to analytic hierarchy process (AHP); and to solve the most important sustainability problems in 3 levels − manufacturing processes/company's activities, products/services and stakeholders by adapting most suitable SD tools − was developed and presented in an earlier publication of Jonkutė (2015) . This framework proposes the assessment of current sustainability conditions of a company on the basis of sub-indices of the composite index ISCP for sustainability evaluation and, according to them, can help to select and introduce the most suitable SD tools for a particular enterprise to achieve its environmental and social performance goals.
The aim of this article was to introduce some preliminary results of the implementation of this algorithm in 2 large, well-known Lithuanian jointstock companies (JSC) from different business sectors in order to disclose all its application opportunities.
The results of the algorithm implementation were divided in 10 essential steps, and the limitations of the verification procedure are comprehensively presented in the following section.
Methodology and results of the algorithm implementation
The previously developed algorithm (Jonkutė, 2015 ) (see Figure 1 ) for integrated sustainability assessment of the overall company state can help to solve the most significant problems in 3 levels, i.e. manufacturing processes/company's activities, products/services and relationship with various stakeholders. The algorithm consists of 10 essential steps, namely survey of permanent customers of the company; assessment of the presence of company's sustainability actions; organisation of the board of experts; identification and selection of sustainability indicators; weighting of indicators by the AHP method; collection of data for selected indicators; normalisation of the indicators; calculation of the sub-indices for ISCP and suggestion of the most suitable SD tools; combination of the sub-indices into ISCP; as well as interpretation of results and determination of the overall sustainability state of a company, which are in detail described by Jonkutė (2015) .
The preliminary verification of the algorithm was implemented in 2 large, well-known Lithuanian enterprises from different business sectors following all the aforementioned steps with some minor modifications that are comprehensively described further. One of the companies represents the sector of telecommunications (service sector, company No. 1), the other -sector of construction and real estate (manufacturing sector, company No. 2).
Survey of permanent customers/clientele of the company
The aim of the survey is to assess the opinion of company's customers about the presence of environmental and social sustainability activities and initiatives of the enterprise in every of 3 levels as well as to express their overall satisfaction regarding company's performance. On purpose to perform easier and time efficient preliminary evaluation, the public opinion surveys with the respondents that do not essentially belong to the clientele group of particular enterprises, were introduced. However, as both companies are well-known, the results of these surveys reflected the general public opinion. The study was conducted from March to May in 2015 by applying 2 surveying methods, i.e. a questionnaire distributed on the web (online) and a survey in .doc format distributed as an attachment on e-mail, ensuring the possibility for respondents to decide personally which form is most suitable for them. The sample size was 77 respondents for company No. 1 and 59 respondents in the case of company No. 2. More than half of the interviewees (54%) from the first group stated that they were the clientele of company No. 1 and 21% of the respondents from the second group belonged to the clientele of company No. 2.
The major part of the respondents that assessed both companies were women (84% in both cases) aged from 20 to 29 (51% for company No.1 and 53% for company No. 2) who lived in one of 5 biggest Lithuanian cities (60% and 79%) and had university education (51% and 63%). The biggest part of the interviewed subjects were single (46% and 58%), worked as specialists of a particular field or as officers (41% and 53%) and lived with one more family member (51% and 68%). The household incomes of the interviewees reached from EUR 501 to 700 (27%) in the case of company No. 1 or from EUR 1101 to 1500 (32%) in the case of company No. 2 respondents. While investigating their attitude towards sustainability issues, even 49% and 58% of the interviewees stated that environmental and social sustainability of the products they consumed and the services they chose were 'very important' or 'important' to them. Unfortunately, even 38% and 37% respondents rarely considered these criteria in real life circumstances.
During the surveying, the respondents were asked to evaluate each of the 25 presented statements, related to manufacturing processes/company's activities, products/services and collaboration with stakeholders as well as their general satisfaction regarding company's sustainability activities (Jonkutė, 2015) . They were requested to rate these statements on a 5-point Likert scale, assessing the level of their acceptance of each item (where 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). The results of the surveys were compiled and the mean values of each set of statements were determined (see Table 1 ). (Jonkutė, 2015) .
Assessment of the presence of company's sustainability actions
The presence of company's sustainability actions related to manufacturing processes/ company's activities, products/ services and stakeholders is based on the values of the coefficients Kj (KMP, KPS and KS) that were evaluated recalculating the mean values of the respondents' answers to the parts of percentage (where 1 → 0; 2 → 0.25; 3 → 0.5; 4 → 0.75 and 5 → 1) ( Table 1 ). The index of general green customers' satisfaction IGCS was calculated similarly to the coefficients Kj, assessing the average results of the respondents' answers from the fourth set of statements.
Organising the board of experts
As different stakeholders of the company have different priorities, needs and expectations, they could share decision-making power with corporate management (Madsen and Ulhøi, 2001) in the following steps of identification, selection and weighting of sustainability indicators. Ideally, the board of experts should include representatives from all the internal and external stakeholder groups of a company.
However, in order to simplify the testing procedure, the step of the organisation of the board of experts was excluded and replaced by the communication with one representative from each company. 
Identification and selection of sustainability indicators
To make sustainability performance evaluation meaningful in terms of better enterprise management, a company has to develop its own individual set of indicators that reflect its profile and needs (Labuschagne et al., 2005; Staniškis and Arbačiauskas, 2009 ). Azapagic (2003) advises that indicators should be quantitative whenever possible; however, for societal aspects of sustainability, qualitative descriptions may be more appropriate (Krajnc and Glavič, 2005a) .
In this step, the quantitative and qualitative sustainability indicators related to manufacturing processes, products/services and collaboration with stakeholders were identified. It is recommended to use the list of performance indicators from Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) guidelines as a primary set of indicators to perform this identification. In order to ascertain the most relevant indicators for a particular company, every individual from the aforementioned board of experts should be asked to rate each of them on a 5-point Likert scale. The results should be compiled and the mean value of each indicator should be determined. The best rated indicators for each level should be selected for further weighting procedure in step 6.
Since both enterprises are already more or less engaged in the sustainability reporting based on GRI, the indicators were selected without the additional assessment procedure of companies' representatives. Sustainability indicators (52 in the case of company No. 1 and 40 in the case of company No. 2) that were already measured and reported by the enterprises were chosen according to the recommendations from GRI checklists for particular business sectors. These indicators were classified to the 3 levels related to manufacturing processes (or company's activities in the case of service company), products/ services and relations with stakeholders. Thus, 9 (company No. 1) and 5 (company No. 2) indicators were included in the group of manufacturing processes/company's activities; 13 and 8 indicators at the products/services level; and 30 and 27 indicators in the group of cooperation with stakeholders. All the selected indicators for all the 3 levels in both enterprises are listed in Tables 2−7. To determine the weights of indicators, the evaluators are often confronted with a lack of data. Therefore, the pair-wise comparison technique is used in order to derive relative weights of each indicator practically. The pair-wise comparison technique is based on the method developed by the operation research pioneer Saaty (1980) and is called the AHP (Krajnc and Glavič, 2005a) .
The representatives of both companies were asked to weight the indicators in each of the 3 levels by applying the AHP pair-wise comparison technique. These pair-wise comparisons between each pair of the indicators were made by posing the question which of them was more important with respect to the ultimate SCP goals of the company, namely resources and energy savings as well as increasing in consumers' acceptance and satisfaction. The intensity of preference was expressed on a factor scale from 1 to 9 (where 1 = equal indicators, 9 = one indicator is nine times the importance of the other). The same process of comparison was repeated for each column of the matrix, making independent judgments over each pair of indicators Glavič, 2005. 2005a; Singh et al., 2007) . Saaty (1996) has shown that solving the right eigenvector of the matrix will provide an excellent estimate of the relative weights Wji of the indicators evaluating their priority level (Singh et al., 2007) . The examples of the matrices for the estimation of these relative weights of the indicators for manufacturing processes/company's activities in both enterprises are presented in Tables 8 and 9 . This step of the algorithm involves the collection of the reliable, high quality quantitative and qualitative data for the previously selected indicators, reflecting the performance of a company for the period of 1 year or 3 years. As Kinderytė (2010 Kinderytė ( , 2011 Kinderytė ( , 2013 suggested, the evaluation of the company's sustainability according to qualitative indicators is built on a 3-level scale: worst evaluation -0; medium evaluation -0.5 and best evaluation -1. All the collected quantitative and qualitative data for all the selected indicators reflecting the performance of both companies for the period from 2011 to 2013 are presented in Tables 2−7.
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Normalizing the indicators
The main problem of aggregating a set of indicators into an integrated one is the fact that they may be expressed in different units. One way to solve this problem could be to normalise each indicator (Kinderytė, 2010 (Kinderytė, , 2011 Glavič, 2005. 2005a) . The normalisation of all the indicators was made by applying the Min-Max (Kinderytė, 2010 (Kinderytė, , 2011 (Kinderytė, , 2013 Glavič, 2005, 2005a) method. In order to minimise sensitivity of this normalisation, particular normalisation conditions, suggested by Kinderytė (2013) , were defined (Jonkutė, 2015) .
Calculating the sub-indices for ISCP and suggesting the most suitable SD tools
The sub-indices IS,jt for all the 3 levels − manufacturing processes/company's activities (IMP), products/services (IPS) and stakeholders (IS) − were evaluated, considering the weights of every indicator Wji from the AHP weighting procedure as well as coefficients Kj generated from the public survey.
Each of these sub-indices shows the tendency of company's sustainability development regarding the SCP in one of the corresponding levels. The minimal value of a particular sub-index demonstrates that the related level is the weakest in the whole system and, thus, the condition of it should be improved by applying suitable tools and measures. If the lowest value is recorded at the level of manufacturing processes/company's activities (IMP ≤ 0.66), the model suggests realising resource efficiency and cleaner production (RE and CP) as well as industrial ecology (IE) opportunities. Poorest conditions regarding the characteristics of products and services (IPS ≤ 0.66) can be fixed by applying life cycle assessment (LCA) based measures, such as ecodesign, eco-labelling and environmental product declarations (EPD). If the weakest area of an enterprise seems to be relations with stakeholders (IS ≤ 0.66), the corporate social responsibility (CSR) according to an international standard ISO 26000, various stakeholder engagement initiatives as well as improvements in sustainability reporting should be reconsidered.
As the results of the sub-indices showed the similar moderate results in the case of both companies (0.5 -0.6 in company No. 1 and 0.4 -0.5 in company No. 2) (Table 10), the enterprises are strongly recommended to reconsider all the 3 levels of their performance by applying some of the recommended measures and tools or at least by correcting the management and operation of already implemented ones. 
Combining the sub-indices into ISCP
Finally, the calculated sustainability sub-indices IS,jt were combined into the integrated index for the assessment of the overall SCP state of the company ISCP. The equal weights for all the sub-indices were used (Kinderytė, 2011 (Kinderytė, , 2013 Glavič, 2005, 2005a) .
Interpretation of results and determination of the overall sustainability state of the company
In general, the integrated index helps to make decisions about the overall level of enterprise's sustainability (Azapagic, 2003; Kinderytė et al., 2010) and highlight the achieved progress (Azapagic, 2003; Krajnc and Glavič, 2005a; Singh et al., 2007) . The higher the value of the index, the greater the improvement of the company towards sustainability. Moreover, if analogous methodology and similar indicators for index calculation were applied to different companies, it would be possible to compare and rank them according to the current sustainability state Glavič, 2005, 2005a) . However, as the preliminary verification of this algorithm was made in 2 very different enterprises which consider and assess diverse indices, this comparison was not possible. The integrated index ISCP that is proposed in the algorithm can help to disclose the overall SCP state of a company. If this index is less than the value 0.33, a particular company can be named as unsustainable and should urgently rethink the whole business strategy, implementing all the possible actions and measures in all the system levels with the purpose to improve its overall sustainability condition. If the calculated value lies between 0.33 and 0.66, an enterprise shows an average level of the sustainability state regarding the implementation of SCP practices. In this case, it is strongly recommended to implement suitable measures and tools, especially in those particular levels which show the worst results according to the values of subindices. And finally, if ISCP exceeds the critical value of 0.66, it can be stated that an enterprise is on the right way to become comprehensively sustainable and its overall sustainability is high, as the value of ISCP is closer to 1. However, even on a high level of sustainability, a company can still improve its current sustainability state by implementing additional measures and tools and, thus, exploiting all its sustainability potential.
Calculated values of the composite index ISCP indicated an average level of the sustainability state regarding the implementation of overall SCP practices in both companies (ISCP = 0.46 -0.49; 0.33 ≤ ISCP ≤ 0.66) (see Table 8 ). As it was stated earlier, all the sub-indices also showed moderate results (IS,jt ≤ 0.66) in the case of both companies; therefore, the enterprises are strongly recommended to reconsider all their performance by applying some of the recommended measures and tools for each of the 3 levels.
Furthermore, the value of the green customers' satisfaction index IGCS, which was determined from the average results of the respondents' answers in step 2, can also be helpful as an additional parameter to appreciate purchasers' general satisfaction regarding environmental and social sustainability of company's activities and products/services. Analogous to the integrated index ISCP, the general satisfaction of sustainably engaged customers is high, as the value of IGCS is closer to 1.
The results of the public survey disclosed that consumers were more than moderately satisfied towards the enterprises' sustainability initiatives (IGCS = 0.64 for company No. 1 and IGCS = 0.65 for company No. 2).
Periodical review of the customers' opinion and periodical assessment of the company's sustainability state
Periodical review of the customers' opinion and periodical assessment of the company's sustainability state constitute a very important part of the algorithm that guarantees continuous improvement of the enterprise's sustainability state. These assessments could help to estimate the results of sustainability enhancement concerning newly implemented measures and to observe changes in the customers' opinion. Periodical review and assessment can be realised in 3 levels -by applying the algorithm from the very beginning or by performing the inner evaluation selecting new sustainability indicators or barely collecting data for indicators that were already chosen to estimate the changes in 3 levels of company's activities. However, it is clear that during preliminary verification of the algorithm this step is not required.
It should be noted that this preliminary verification definitely has some limitations. First of all, the public surveying cannot guarantee that the respondents are enough familiar with companies' activities and the real situation regarding the presence of sustainability initiatives in the enterprises. Moreover, the simplified weighting procedure including only one representative from each company could produce possibly subjective evaluation results. In order to sufficiently assess the application of the model, it is necessary to proceed with similar verification procedures covering a larger number of enterprises from different business sectors, while trying to ensure that surveying is allocated to the companies' clientele and the AHP weighting is performed by at least several companies' representatives or preferably by a team of members from different stakeholder groups.
Nevertheless, despite the above discussed limitations, the results obtained are sufficient to propose that the algorithm is universal enough to be adapted for companies from various sectors of activities involving different manufacturing enterprises as well as service companies and organisations. Since the algorithm was created as a guidance to apply theretofore designed SURESCOM (SUstainable and RESponsible COMpany) model based on an integrated management system (Jonkutė and Staniškis, in press ), this framework can be easily incorporated into the common management system of any enterprise.
Conclusions and recommendations
The suggested algorithm offers methodical suggestions to assess the customers' opinion about the presence of company's environmental and social sustainability activities and initiatives; to identify and select most appropriate sustainability indicators; to determine their significance according to the analytic hierarchy process; and to solve the most important sustainability problems in 3 levels -manufacturing processes/company's activities, products/services and stakeholders by adapting the most suitable tools. The final suggestions were based on the values of the 3 sub-indices of an integrated index for the overall assessment of the SCP state in the company ISCP. Moreover, the simple additional parameter to appreciate customers' general satisfaction regarding environmental and social sustainability of company's activities and products/services -the green customers' satisfaction index IGCS -was also introduced.
The algorithm ensures an appropriate systematic relation between consumption and production. It incorporates the feedback of customers as well as the decision power of other main company's stakeholders and guarantees the promotion of SCP through more sustainable design, production and distribution of products and services as well as other company's activities, simultaneously stimulating the demand for more sustainable products/services.
In respect of the demand to examine the real potential of this theoretical algorithm, the verification procedure was performed in 2 large, well-known Lithuanian enterprises from different business sectors. The calculated values of the composite index ISCP indicated an average level of the sustainability state regarding the implementation of overall SCP practices in both companies. As the results of the sub-indices were moderate in the case of both companies, the enterprises are strongly recommended to reconsider all 3 levels of their performance by applying some of the recommended measures and tools or at least by correcting the management and operation of already implemented ones. The results of the public survey disclosed that consumers were more than moderately satisfied towards the sustainability initiatives of both enterprises.
The preliminary results of algorithm verification, despite all the discussed limitations, are sufficient to propose that it is universal enough to be adapted for companies from various sectors of activities involving different manufacturing enterprises as well as service companies and organisations by applying particular modifications.
